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erospective teachers alleged lack of basic skills have attracted 1107lic
tr

0,4 attention (Leiser,' 19g; iyoite;, 1980) and, thrOugh
, _,. _

2-
_,;

negative images of teachers: i competence . To(examine theaccuracy oo,such,s
.

--,:
. ..-,.. , ,,

edtiCatOtSifrom seven universities fOrmed a:consortium

media. hyperbole, generated

%.1)

Cj charges; English- teacher

eNj and,agreed to test basic

LAJ prospecive

f

teachers.

Consortium Schools and their!

, .

language skills (reading;:,speaking; writ'ing)r'of their'

sample sizes-are:displayed in Table

; Insert Table r_
about here

'The aboVe listed totals Can.also be dividedia follows:

mentary teachers,-151; prospective

at

-prospective eale-

secondary teachers; 224; Originally; consortium.

members planned toiteSt onAy prospective
.

secondatY,reachers but some consortium

faculty a/so taught _prospective elementary
. .

comparisoit of test perPormances between

to.the'study.

Consortium members

follow because:

ett.) are. the focus of this first,reportand the lack of specific information

-. 6 .

teachers and suggested that a
-'. .

twolironps, tight b'e,a,useful'Addition

alSo agreed not to identify schools in the data which

,
1),Cbmparisons belween general categories (sex; level; regioti8;

would make detailed comparisons suspect

stores yield only general infotmation

specific institutional comparisons.

Instruments and-Procedures

onsortidth member
!

agreed
c)

:7,r, could be more validly compared.
Eq

0

and 2) comparisons of minimal cutoff

a questionable source for making

/-

-- again
'

44

o use rennState's test materials so that data
vir

These Common materials were the Nelson-Denny



.(NW Reading Te'St (Form El); .aCriteriOn-:-Referenced TTst-(GRT) of Redding/Writing

CompetencejDupuis andSnydex; 1980) and a ratfng formi(Snyder;'1981) for evalt.t

,ating prospective teachers' ideotaped speech. These testswere given prior

prospectiveYeachers' field experien.ces or; roughly; at the end of their

SOIROmore or the beginning of their junior year.

the N-D test because of its validity and reIiahiIit(;95 a.6the college
.

level) and easS of administration-(30 minutes) provides a score in three

categoies vocabulary, comfirehension and total; The CRT measures professional

A '

and interpretation of'vocabulary, literal and ferential comprehension;

tabulaY informatdon. Comprehension 1s are defined accordiog, to Taxonoty

k
,joiReaing.Comprehension' (Barrett; 1972); BarretEo-s fodr levels (1, literal;

,

?; AriterentiaI; 3; evaluation; 4; appreciation) correspond roughly to Bloom's
,
Cognitive' (Bloom; J956). Barrett's Level 3 was tested through prospective"

A

teachers' written evaluation of an article ("What's New in Ability Grouping ?"

B. J. Wilson D. W. Schmits; Phi DeIta_Kappan; April 1978). Specifitdlly,

prospective teachers were askedto read the Kappan arXicle, complete the CRT

on reading; and then complete the writing sample; The entire procedure was com-;

pleed by most students within, the 75 minute class period. The writing :assess-

mvp was scored holistically as per recommendations of the College Entrance

Examination Board -(Kirrie; 1979); -holistic scores assigned went from 1 (laW)-:

to 4 (high).

All consortium members recdived the foregoing test materials as well as

t_t

irructions for administering them to their prospective teachers. Some con-
/

sortium Meillberg'were unable to have their subjects, complete all the.provided.

,.materialsbut returned whatever materials were completed. Basbd

up4 theunevennessof data returned; only gross comparisons (elementary vs;

se ry; (ale vs; female) were calculated along with overall cutoff scores.

An categories such as: reading, speaking and writing. The S-D total-reading-

cutoff score was set at the 40th percentile (based upon the publishers'



recommendationS). Supplementing'the pribiishers' recommendations were bur
sN'

,

correlational coefficients between the CRT and N-D taken by Penn State:
1

i ,

-;students (N = 210) over approximately a two-Year period; which. are displayed

in Table 2, below.

Insert Table 2
about here

Cutoff, scorA for the CRT.were somewhat arbitrarily set at 1 less than maximum

for each;obiective jr a total of 1,9, as displayed in Table 3 below. Also dia=-

played are mean shores. of critical Varibles for .over 200 prospective Penn State

secondary teachers over a .two -year period;
*

1 S.

Insert Table 3
about here

Writidg and speaking cutoffs follow CE recommendation for holistic

,scoring; that is; 3 of a possible 4; is the minimal acceptable'leel of tom-

'petence.

Consortium datt_collected with the above - described inaSrumenn.were,treated

statistically. with 'conventional computer program's fbr same, namely, analysis_

of variance (ANOVA);-Pearson'Product-moment Correlation Coefficient (PPMCR),

and Frequency Analysis 'with Chi- square (FAWCS).

c

The data provided by the 375 subjects.from the seven schools in the condortium,-

after treatment by the previousldesoribed-statistical programs; yielded over
k

,300 pa e s of.informational:printouts. Some Of that information affirmed'con-

venti,bnal wisdom: the fact that there were significantly more women than men in

elementary and secondary education in all consortium schools. While Such-infor-
;

mation seemed obvious, we: felt obfigatet to check it.

More specifically, fOt each consortium schocil, men were compared to-the
_ ,

-
-women: by numbers enrolled,'by level (elementary vs- secondary) and by Stores

.

achieved on test. batteries ,(N -D, CRT, writing and speaking), and by total and
. c

. * . 4

;.



.

percentile scores. Thes'e data for each school were then compared with,every other

school in the consortium by overall' performance and by individual tests or sub-
.

tests..(the vocabulary score as subtest ofthe N-D, for example): Such detailed-

comparisons expiainyhy over 366 pages'ofprintouts were generated..

Finally;.as MentiopecP,previously, not all schools supplied all tO/St-

...-
,

, ,K
data; conSequentiy;,.Mgny of :the tables which follow have different n-'-s.

Results

Geoegallzatlions ebout'tlig prospective teachers. from the seven schools ih the

..

consortium are as follows: atout one-third to one-fifth of the 375 SUbjecta'fall
,4 M

..

;_.-- _
judgmentbelow the,mininial cuttiff i'cotes estabiished for this study. -That judgmrnt varies. 1 e

with the particular teat used; for less than r5_ percent fail to meet the
.

..

cutoff speech skill score wheteas 32 percent fail CO meet the CRT score. Where
'.

...

SAT scoreis were available (only two schools.grovided same) the average score

for prospective teachers was lopo. 'ReadtTIgscorea with,-standardized (N=D), tests
. -

_ - J, .../ -.
tend to be much better than CRT scores.°PrOspectiVe teacherS' writing skills vary

.
1. 4

widely with particular institutions, but their overall perfottance Is better than
c

the populaedia imply. #

An overview of correlational variables can be foUni, in Table 4, below.
.

Significan correlations displayed Table 4 confirm, for the most part, Con-

ventional expectations; for example, 'that subjects' "voCbulary scores on the
.0

N -D imply that better language performance for womenj(n 4!'252) .over mend(n =4'118)

is probable: That same, vocabulary' factor influences "compiehenaive" (comp.)
7 .

and "tttalil scores within: the N-D framework. Other speculations abot.V significant

.6

variable correlationsll be foundlnthe Discussion section.

. _

Insert Table 4
aTiout here

1

TYPIcal;Jfthe data generated by statistical treatment; (N -D --."vocabulary"
N
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scores by khools' which supplied same, is the'dispIay,in Table 5; below;

'

Insert Table 5
about here

-\;

As mentioned prevliousIy, not all schools provided all test data; solthP'

numbers listed in Table 5 are not tatai''ed to .the enrollments listed for con-

sortium schools'(Table 1); Notice, however, thsjoercentage distributions among

schools; and keep in,mind that the arbitrary cutoff score for vocabulary in the

1

N-D test was 40;
1

)

Table 6 is a iprelentative %ample of the.unevenness of the data submitted

and the need to examine; ciarefully, the percentages incolumn'3 before making

inferences about a given school's,effect%on total percentages. Speculations

about such influences will be found in the Discussion section.

Insert Table 6
about here

Tables 7 and 8 present "comprehension".and "total" N -b scores for consortium.,

schools which proVided same.
+N.

As expected (see Table 4) there is significance

be een ,Studenta-' ? -D stores and theiriwririti'g scores. :Each school's percentage.

in Tqles 7 and 8 has to be examined to determine any given.schOol's potential

influence on the overall pe rcentages. Speculations about these influences can

--be found-in the Discussion- section.

i

Ingirt7Table 7
about here

Insert !Table 8 -
about-here
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Since consortium subjects writing and speaking skilad-"were)Ar

Assessed (Kirriei 1979) only percentages;were used in examining'those basic skills.

Typical ot the records generated by the perceptage approach is that-foot-44n

Table 9; below.-

Insert Table 9
about here

.

The' hcaistit scoring for speech and writing complements "total" N-D scores;

but for the next consortium assessment; the writing test should be supplemented
t

-

with a primary "traits teSt where more detailed skills unity; coherence; emphasis;

etc. -- are rated.

Discussion.'

Theunevendess of the data provided by consortium schools makes interpre-
o

tations tentative andsubjectito table-by-tablE qualifications. Consortium
4.

schools which provided data in some area,-failed to proviA ii'in other areas;

Even whereschools were consistent in providing daVi the n's varied from test

test.Inferencestosbediawnfromsuchdatatendtobegenealized_and to

provide conventio *al wisdom; or they suggest sampling diligmaa which require more

robust data before significant interpretations be made.

In spite of theforegoIng limitationstentative ,findings which can be

supported by the consortium data provided are as follows:

. (1) of the consortiums 375 prospective teachers from seven universities;
_49_ _ _,..

i

one-fifth to one the total group scored below cutoff scores
.

for minimal. skills. It is important,to note that Progpective teachers -4;

,_

;

who are belowcutoff Scores are liven the oppprtunity'to reach minimal

stdhdards or-tochaftie their program05efore they enter student teaching._

1
7.. , ,i

.When such students cOmplate a.remedial. program; between 5 and 10 per-
t ,

,.
,..

cent of :given group of prgspective teachers could b- classified as

lacking minigra1 Competency in basic skills. Those whb.fail to complete



5.

the reMedial'program or whO-volunAarily leave the program after failing

4 _ _ _ . _ .

to Make minimal cutoff scoYes are counseled, where pOssible,.into

programs otherbthan-teacliing.U

(2) in spite of the almost common one-third of sample below cutoff_scotes
s

in all the'basic skills tests, there are some widely divergent

ions to thSt fraction froM consortium schools. In some 'cases)

prospeetive elementary teachers in one or twos schools negatively skew*.

the etall variable.(N-D "comprehension" scores' for example)i in
,

(3$

other c*ses the better perlormance of prospectkeeleMentary teachers

(writing,;for ekampl ) skew percentages in a. positive direct on, de-

.

pending upon_the schoo1s which submit the data; that is, prospective

--A1-:
elementary teachers from schools with high admisrsion standallds.write

better than:s-.tudents from schools without such standards an{ -,thereby

change overall percentages for assessment of. writing skilS.

differences in writing by sex (p.7 .53) were not significant, and th t

finding for this, study; is contrary to the stereotype of women'si-fieiter

langupge skills.

N

(4) vocabulary' scores; by level, favor prospective secondary mover elementary

7

teachers; again; that contrary finding (because there are more women
_

in elementary edu6ation) may be a function of the divprsifiedlrange of

subjects required of prospective'secondary teachers._
.

(5) holistic test cores for, speech (where a score of 2 or below is con-'

sidered unsatisfactory) significantly.favor prospectiesecondary

(80 percent above the "2" score) over elementary (60:percent above the

42" score) teachers. This finding is analagous to the Penn

,

State study (Dupuis and Fagan, 1983) where 85 percent of prospective

_;

secondary teachers = 107) scored above the "2" level.
_



..

Perspectives
f

.

IThe unevenness of consortium data makesour conclusions tentative;
.

: V r'
V .

,1

.

l
..

Pelitica fears of the cooperating Acnools make
p

e_ collec tion _9fstata- extremely.

diffiCUlt, Researchers:at some consortium schools werk given
.

no help at all' in,
.

canryingogt the basic.skills-testing pcgrAm; researchers at those,schools

lied-to use their own time and money in collecting and,forwardngdata; they.

we- -constantly not to allow the schooV "identified and; in one 0,dge.
y : :

$ !.
that fess' of idenL ication caused a prospective convrtiukschoo to: withdraw

..

from titip study because of 'anadmiiistratorts request;
7 ''

_ ,-),
1_,

,
L. C \ '.. ,t.Given suchioppositiOn from College of Educatib

,
dministrators; ourtext step

stud of prospective teachers' basic skills may be'even more,.'in thas longitudin 1 .

i.'f I- -

difficult. That iiieXt step-is bo'have students front other colleges within -

i,

consortium schools_ailnrart-S; Science; Human Development4.i.take the basic

i s...-
. skills tests and;, ideally; havethose schobls provide us with'S.A.T scores so

.4
that test-performance comparisons between theft majors.in.a discipline anth

.) . - __

i
prospective teachers of those disciplines can be made; 1,Je are pessimistic about

4 ,,
.

getting such cooperation; But:we feel tk'at we must try, because s ate can db

much to offset- public disinustonmant about the quality-of prospective achors;

In.a.related study which examined the qualifications .of College o f ucatiott'

esesiandStudents (Horan; 1982) reported that with a)study of 3;802 graduate c

6,126 undergraduate courses at ten'Coll,eges within Penn State Unive ity

l,
-- when adjustments ar e made for class charat;tics'and tudent

a
,

competencIes (such as S.A.T. scores and higP schoolG.P.A.);_the
g*.

i 4, . .,1

College of Education does not differ; significantly; from\sevon
. -

ttx

si .

'other ciilleges,[within the University] (emphasis added);

In other wordei_the media's insistence that prospective teachers are the
?

__ .

.worst_ot college pop ations is acategorical judgment which needs qualification
. js

..-<"
;0..

A
,

--
front instituticp to.inatitution; More specifically , -adminiStratni-S in all,

'colleges

-t

not justrEducation need to examine the basic.-Wills of eir

9 4



yj

.

stUdentS-to dis

-cokUhterparts 4.n

campaign to rather

covet whether .ptctspective teacher.s are at greater Fisk than thelr

&tiler c:olleges' which comprise

such datai
4

Ctinsortium.teRort.

a uriiversity; If we are successful

;

they.Will be the basis for our next

t

10

_

tr

4

S
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T A B L E 2

Correlations Between N-D (Form D) and CRT

CRITERION-REFERENCED NELSON:DENNY4
TEST (7.1.1e)

Vocabulary .25**

Lo Comprehension -.15

Hi Comprehension .30**

Data Interpnta_tion

TOTAL .27**

Vocabulary

Comprehension

eomprehension

**0

1:477.4;'



T-A_B L E 3

Mean Scores of Critical_VariabIeS
PSW'Stu&nts 1989182

VARIABLE n

Nelson- Denny-,- Reading Test (%iles)

Vocabulary

Comprehension

TOTAL

.Criterion- Referenced Test Reading

Vocabulary

Comprehension -- Low

High

Date Interpretation

TOTAL

wtitihg ASSeSStent

Speaking Assessment,

4

62

61

64

Possible

4.96 (6)

4.74 . (5)

7.13 (9)

2.17 (3)

18.93 (23)

207

0

217

2.90 . (4)- 210

2.91 , (4) 207

71.77" 142



PAIR

TABLE

Correlations of Consortium Study Variables

MEAN X i\ MEAN Y ST.DEV.X df' r.05 r.01

VOCAB 3- 1 SEX 0.109 53.248 1.595 17.535

VOCAB . 3- 2 LEVEL 0.234i 53.248 1.908 17.535

COMP 4 o 1 SEX 0.103 48.045 1.600 10,108

COMP 4- 2 LEVEL -0.095 48.045 1.910 10.108

COMP 3 VOCAB 0.550** 47.954 53.248 10.090

TOTAL 5 I SEX -0.060 105:214 1,610 65.923

TOTAL 5- 2 LEVEL 0.100 105.214 I). 74 65.923

TOTAL 3 VOCAB.. 0.335** 106.190 53.A 66.798

TOTAL 4 'COMP 0.262* (106.190 47;954 66.798

CRT 1 SEX -0.067 18.2f9 1;695 2.680

CRT 2 LEVEL 0.273-** , 18.219 1:497 2.680

CRT 6- 3 VOCAB 0.218 119.360 52.31Z 1.897

CRT 6- 4 COMP 1 0.225* r19.420 51;727 1.922

CRT 6- 5 TOTAL 0.315** 19.196 102-.'207 1.979

WRITE 7- 1 SEM 0.076 2.767 1.756 0.801

WRITE, 7- 2, LEVEL '0.295** 2 ;767 1.621 0.801

WRITE 7- '3 VOCAB 0.254** 2.805 52.138 0.525

WRITE 7- 4 COMP 0.222** 2.809 )1:596 0.NO

WRITE 7- 5 TOTAL 0.275* 2.796 101.935 0.50

WRITE 7: 6 CRT 0.342** 2.649 18..306 0.811 ,

SPEECH 8- 1 SEX 0.058 2.756 1:563 0.688

SPEECH 8- 3 VOCAB 0.072 , 2.699 54.438 0.570

SPEECH 8- 4 COMP 0.205 2.680 51.693 0.573

SPEECH 8- 5 TOTAL 0.1°27 2.699 105.767 0.570

SPEECH &- 6 CRT 0.106 . 2.756 19.101 0.688

SPEECH 81 7 WRITE 0.220* 2.746 2.842' 0.663

0.4h

0.289

0.491

0.288

17.535

0.489

' 0.3

17.53

.10A90

0.461

0;501

16;251.

7;743

22; 444

0;430

0;484

16.240

.7;798

22.475

2.617

0.498

16.174

427

21.307

2.323

'0.632

153 151

153 151

1552 153

155. 153'

153 .

159 157

159 )157

153 151

153 151;

302 300

302 300

86 ) 84

88 86

92 90

373\1371

373 371

87 85

89 87

93 91

271 269

119 117

.73 71

7S 73

73 71

119 117

114 112

;16 , ;21

,.16 .21

.16 .21.

.16 .21

.16, .21

.15. .20

!;1,

:22111-.5

;11

.21 .27

;21 .27

;214 .27'

.10

.10 ;13

;27

;21 ;27

;21 ;2R

;18 .24

.23 .30

.22 .29

.23 :30

.18 ;24

.18 .24

16
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B E 6,

,MeansVariance and Chi- square, For CRT Scores

\--From Six Consortial tchoois (rounded percentages in parentheses)

rl

' 0 0
F+, U

0 0
u 71 : 4

.ci

>
-ca

School 1 2 3 H X DF Chi-sq.

1 Obg.

2 ObS.

3 ObS.

jl. Obs.

5 Obs.

Obs. .

51 25 9 85 20 3.37 '12 48.88 , 7.71 . 01

(60) (29) (11) (28)

10 11* 17 38 17 130
(26) (29.) (45) (13)

8 1 3 12 19 10:0

(67) (8) (25) (4)

it 22. 24 57 18 6.0

(19) (39)
/

:(42) (19 )j

9 17 43 18 6.0

(21) (40) (40) (14)
,

21 19 25 65 18 7;0

(32) (29) (39) (22)

TOTAL 110 96

(37) (33)

95 301

(32)

l's



dr,

'T A L

!Mans; Wirfil6es and Chi-square, for N-D Vocabulary

_Scores Por Three Coneortiug'School (r4unded-off percentageS in parentheses

_0

0
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TABLE

Means; Varianc6nd thi-squarei For. Comprehension N-D Scores

From Three Consgtium Schools (rounded percentages in parenthees)
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TOTAL

34 28 13' 75

(45) (37) (17) (49)
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'7 2 4 13 i
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T AB L E ' 9

Percentage Writing/Speech Spires and elli-'squA

From Four.Consortium Schools (rounded percentages in parentheses)
.
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2 06S, 2 .112
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(9) (9)
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(0) (2)
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ABSTRACT
Consortium to Assess the Reading/Writing_Skills of Prospective

!Teachers,: .First Report

Reading/Writing skills of prospective elementary and secotddry .teachers

from seven colleges lOCAted in four geographical regions of the Uftited

\

States were examined to di§CoVer What test-performante differences, if'any,

occurred among the 375 subjects. Pair-wise, compari§ons -- sex, levej, schools,

skills -- revealed thC65 to 80 percent' of the subjects were proficient

in basic skills and that, positively anal negatively, regional differehtS

did affect Percentage§-of skills performances. ImplicatiOts Of,subjec

test performances for strengthening future teacher education programs'

conclude the repIrt.
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